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ORDER

(DELIVERED BY SHRI I.K. RASOOTRA, H0.\"3Ln r;E:SER (a)

Heard the learned counsel for the review applicant.

The main reason for seeking review of the judgement in

OA 1222/88 decided on 14.3.91 adduced in the RA is that

the salary and allowances for theperiod from the date

his services Vv^ere terminated and the applicant vjas

reinstated have not been paid to him nor there is

rv any direction to that effect in the judgenent. \\e have

perused our judgement. The applicant vjas appointed on

14.9.87 on a three year contract from that date. In

the operative -part of the judgement, it has been clearly

stated, "That...the applicant shall be reinstated in

terms of the order of appointment contained in Annexure A9
e

dt.29.12.87 and the period of contract contained in that

order shall be calculated by ignoring the period which has

elapsed betv.een 1.6.1988 arid tc-day." In accordance with

^ abo\^ orders, the period that elapsed between 1.6.1988
and 14.3.1991 stands estcluded from the period of contract

of three years v^fhich commenced from 14.9.1937. In the

circumstances, there is no error apparent on the face of

re COrd warrant ing re vie w of the judge me nt. The RA is

rejected.
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